Note
This independent research paper was prepared for the 2016 ECOSOC Partnership Forum, commissioned by the UNDESA Office for ECOSOC Support and Coordination. A draft version was discussed during an Expert Group Meeting in February 2016.
The recent General Assembly resolution under the agenda item entitled "Towards global partnerships" requests the ECOSOC "to hold during its partnership forum to be held in 2016 a discussion on the best practices and ways to improve, inter alia, transparency, accountability and the sharing of experiences of multi-stakeholder partnerships and on the review and monitoring of those partnerships, including the role of Member States in review and monitoring."
(A/RES/70/224, para. 15) Consequently, the main purpose of this paper is to inform and stimulate this debate.
The structure of the paper is as follows: First, the paper defines and differentiates types of multi-stakeholder partnerships and then identifies research results regarding their successes and/or failures (part 1). Next, it briefly recaps the history of the UN's involvement in those partnerships and points out recent developments in the context of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development (part 2). The third part outlines a variety of options for improving the overall governance and specifically the accountability, transparency, and measurement of results of multi-stakeholder partnerships at the UN. Each section in this part starts with a review of the status-quo and an evaluation of recent research results and then outlines (alternative) options for further improvement. The last part attempts to stimulate the debate on how an integrated architecture and coherent process could look like.
The research results presented in this paper benefit from theoretical and empirical work undertaken in the research project "Transnational Partnerships for Sustainable Development," which has been carried out as part of the Berlin Research Center SFB700 from 2006 to the present (see especially Beisheim and Liese 2014; Beisheim and Simon 2015;  and our other publications at www.sfb-governance.de/ppp). We gratefully acknowledge funding provided by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Council) in this regard.
Multi-stakeholder partnerships for sustainable development a. Definitions and types
In multi-stakeholder partnerships (MSPs), non-governmental actors (such as civil society organizations and companies) work with governmental actors (such as intergovernmental organizations and public donor agencies). The core idea is to build a win-win situation where public and private partners pool their resources and competencies to address common social or environmental aims more effectively. The most recent of the biennial UN resolutions on "Towards global partnerships" defines partnerships as "voluntary and collaborative relationships between various parties, both public and non-public, in which all participants agree to work together to achieve a common purpose or undertake a specific task and, as mutually agreed, to share risks and responsibilities, resources and benefits" (A/RES/70/224, para. 2).
The academic literature defines MSPs as institutionalized interactions between public and private actors, which aim at the provision of collective goods (Schäferhoff et al. 2009 ). Using this definition with a focus on multi-stakeholder partnerships, we exclude cooperative initiatives between public or private actors only -they might nevertheless be relevant for implementing the 2030 Agenda and the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs).
While MSPs have become a key instrument for implementing sustainable development and are active in a wide range of areas, we have to differentiate: MSPs differ with regard to their scope, with some being multi-billion dollar programs (like the Global Fund i ), while others focus on more specific issues (such as the Global Public-Private Partnership for Handwashing). MSPs can be found from the local to the global level and may comprise small or large numbers of partners. The literature (Nelson 2002; Pattberg et al. 2012; Beisheim and Liese 2014 ) features many typologies, mostly focusing on the core function of the partnership, the three main types being:
 MSPs for sharing knowledge (e.g. GWP); ii  MSPs for providing services (e.g. GAVI); iii  MSPs for setting standards (e.g. AWS). iv MSPs differ in their requirements regarding success conditions, guidelines or accountability measures. Knowledge or learning partnerships sometimes need to also include and target "bad guys" in order to change their behavior (e.g. to educate about child labor). The UN, however, would want to avoid such partners in service partnerships. Standard-setting MSPs need to be inclusive towards stakeholders when developing their voluntary standards and will most likely have an inherent interest in strong internal verification and compliance measures (see also Steets 2010) .
It is also important to note that these voluntary MSPs are distinct from community-level public-private partnerships (PPPs), which fulfill the tasks that have been delegated to them by state authorities or which serve in contracting-out or build-operate-transfer models of service privatization. This paper will neither deal with these kind of PPPs nor with oversight of procurement.
In some MSPs, UN entities are initiators and/or driving actors (e.g. UN Global Compact, SE4All v ), in others they are present as members of the governing board (e.g. GAVI, REEEP vi ). In some MSPs, UN entities are only permanent observers (e.g. GWP), in others they take on a more operational role as implementers (e.g. Global Mercury Partnership). And there are also many (relevant) MSPs without UN involvement (e.g. GAIN vii ). UN-led partnerships may be influenced directly by multilaterally devised rules and procedures. Otherwise guidance or oversight by governments, donors, or stakeholders viii might be more appropriate.
b. Lessons learned and success conditions
Research on partnerships consists of analyzing lessons learned, specifically with regard to (1) the effectiveness and legitimacy of partnerships and (2) the success conditions necessary for this. These lessons should inform any future architecture and guidelines, to promote positive elements and prevent and tackle negative aspects of partnerships.
As for the effectiveness and legitimacy of partnerships, the literature reflects a longstanding debate between proponents and critics of MSP activities. In a best-case scenario partnerships are all about creating coalitions of the willing and win-win alliances through the pooling of complementary resources. They profit from a greater degree of flexibility, an ability to move quickly, and a high level of innovation. At the same time, they build business cases for implementing international goals and enhancing the collective good. Many case studies show that individual MSPs contributed innovative solutions with an in-depth or broad-scale impact that otherwise would not have been achieved. They also helped mobilize additional investment and resources (Schmidt-Traub and Sachs 2015) . In contrast, a study that analyzed all of the 348 partnerships in the database of the Commission on Sustainable Development (CSD) at that time (Pattberg et al. 2012) reports that 37 percent of these MSPs produced no output at all in terms of the criteria applied. Furthermore, the output of another 43 percent could not be attributed directly to their stated goals. Hence, quality not quantity matters -or as the official summary of the 2015 Development Cooperation Forum (DCF) High-level Symposium states, "There is a strong need for healthy multi-stakeholder partnerships" (DCF 2015) .
Critics often question whether partnerships succeed in providing collective goods to a significant degree. A fundamental critique has described partnerships as a neoliberal policy instrument that merely advances the special interests of private business (Richter 2003; Zammit 2003; Utting and Zammit 2009) or aims at "bluewashing" (as an attempt to enhance companies' reputation by using the UN logo, see e.g. Berliner and Prakash 2015) . Other authors point out typical risks and negative side effects of private sector involvement. These include a further fragmentation of global governance and "market multilateralism," a shift towards noncore and unpredictable earmarked contributions, and the redesigning of public policies according to private interests rather than public needs (Bull et al. 2004; Brühl 2007; Martens 2007; Bull 2010; Adams and Martens 2015) .
Another debate focuses on the value of partnerships in improving governance and providing collective goods in developing countries (Miraftab 2004; Compagnon 2012) . On the one hand, partnerships can successfully provide governance services even in fragile areas (Beisheim et al. 2014; Liese et al. 2014; Schäferhoff 2014) . On the other hand, relatively few actually do so.
The aforementioned study on the CSD's partnership database (Pattberg et al. 2012 ) finds that most partnerships are implemented in OECD countries rather than least developed countries (LDCs) (see also Homkes 2011 ). The same study shows that about one-third of all partnerships are being implemented within the four BRIC countries, which is more than within the entire sub-Saharan African region itself (Chan and Müller 2012: 50) . If the goal is to "leave no one behind," however, incentives and support for partnerships to become active in LDCs or fragile areas are required.
Moreover, studies identify other limits of MSPs. A report by the UN System Task Team on the Post-2015 UN Development Agenda (UNTT 2013) points out that MSPs have a poor record of promoting systemic change. As they tend to focus on specific short-term quantifiable results and thereby detract funding from long-term investment, their ad-hoc nature and focus on specific issues may make it difficult to link them to the priority needs of developing countries.
In addition, the establishment of parallel structures may weaken country ownership. Another recent study supports the view that MSPs have been "ad hoc, voluntary in nature and not always aligned to government's own efforts" (Bester 2015) . The Global Policy Forum (2014) criticizes the "increasing fragmentation of global governance; the weakening of representative democracy and institutions" and fears that "the role of the state as primary duty-bearer for guaranteeing the human rights of its citizens and ensuring sustainable development is lost through the multi-stakeholder approach." Future governance of UN-led partnerships should accommodate these concerns, for example, through due-diligence and follow-up measures (see section 3).
Research also shows that making MSPs successful in delivering collective goods effectively is rather demanding. With regard to internal conditions of success, the following list of factors is based on recent research papers and reports (Liese and Beisheim 2011; Beisheim and Liese 2014; OECD 2015; Pattberg and Widerberg 2016; among The participation of target groups should not only help to achieve goals more effectively; it should also boost recognition and legitimacy of the work of MSPs.
While good design and management might help to cope with many challenges, there are also certain external success conditions:  There should be an enabling environment and country ownership, as well as incentives to engage for global collective goods, especially in least developed countries (where win-win situations might not exist but need to be created).
 The task should be manageable and conducive to a MSP, and not accompanied by too many systemic obstacles (security problems or complete lack of infrastructure).
 Partnership efforts should be complementary and avoid duplication; they should take the overall national and international governance architecture into account.
Building on these lessons regarding success conditions could be achieved through support measures and creating opportunities for learning and knowledge-sharing (see section 3).
All in all, there needs to be a balance between nurturing and oversight, enabling and ensuring measures. Engaging potential partners as well into emerging and existing MSPs is critical to increase awareness of the 2030 Agenda and SDGs. Enabling MSPs to align their goals with the SDGs and to actually achieve impact may require support at various levels. Ensuring measures may encompass principles and guidelines, reporting duties and reviews.
2. The UN's involvement in multi-stakeholder partnerships a. History
While the UN's involvement with non-state partners can be traced back for several decades, a first surge of partnerships took place following the UN Conference on Environment and Development (UNCED) in 1992 and its pioneering role in including "social groups" (Dodds 2015: 6) . The engagement of NGOs has likewise steadily increased over time, and in 1996 ECOSOC Resolution 1996/31 specified the consultative relationship between the Council and NGOs (see also UNDESA 2015c). Building upon the growing engagement of the UN with non-state actors, partnerships became an increasingly popular tool. The first larger formal involvement was the founding of the UN The HLPF reviews shall also provide a "platform for partnerships" (Res. 67/290, para. 8c; see section 3f).
In this context, UNDESA revamped the Partnerships for SDGs online platform, initially developed in response to a mandate set out by the Rio+20 Conference. This was followed by consultations through an online questionnaire and a briefing on its further development in late . It lists the strengthening of MSPs as one of six strategic priority issues, encompassing both, the capacity to convene MSPs -"aligned to normative values, standards, and good governance principles and with strong accountability for results" -and to ensure that they "operate in an effective and transparent manner". In that context, the report points out that "ECOSOC is well-placed to serve as a focal point for intergovernmental review of partnership efforts" within the UNDS. The outcome of the second phase of the dialogue -including a workshop on governance and partnership approaches in May 2016 -will serve as input to the UN Secretary-General report on the quadrennial comprehensive policy review (QCPR) of operational activities for development of the UN system to be issued in August 2016.
Moreover, the 2015 General Assembly resolution under the agenda item entitled "Towards global partnerships" requests the ECOSOC "to hold during its partnership forum to be held in 2016 a discussion on the best practices and ways to improve, inter alia, transparency, accountability and the sharing of experiences of multi-stakeholder partnerships and on the review and monitoring of those partnerships, including the role of Member States in review and monitoring." (A/RES/70/224, para. 15). The following section 3 discusses options for such improvements.
Options for improving accountability and transparency a. Registration
A registration process and accompanying online platform including a publicly accessible database is vital for ensuring transparency of cooperation between the UN system and non-gov- based on voluntary self-reporting of the partnerships. Despite this, many entries were never updated and the information was not checked for accuracy (see section 3d). As a consequence, the database became less and less accurate and thus less useful -a fact that was recognized in the SG report on lessons learned upon the conclusion of the CSD (2013). It is therefore crucial that entries are at least generally accurate and at best up-to-date, comprehensive, and validated.
After UNCSD, the database was cleaned up and remaining entries were transferred to the SD in Action Registry. The special 2015 SD in Action Report (UNDESA 2015e) on these MSPs states an "appetite for registries enabling organizations to publish and compare data in a standardized format, uploaded from a wide range of actors, all in one place and overview of open space data platforms able to map partnerships, ease access to information and measure their pro-
Recently, building on the previous SD in Action Registry, UNDESA set up the new Partnerships for SDGs online platform (UNDESA 2015b) that lists more than 1,940 partnerships and other voluntary initiatives to achieve the SDGs. The registration form is oriented on SMART criteria (specific, measureable, achievable, resource-based, with timelines). Published entries reference envisioned achievements, implementation methodologies, arrangements for capacitybuilding and technology transfer, coordination mechanisms and/or the governance structure, and the partners involved. Information on deliverables including a timeline, a list of resources devoted to achieve these, contact details, and links to relevant SDGs are also referenced. In a survey on the platform's beta version, UNDESA asked users about their experience with the new database and called for proposals to improve it (see synthesis report on those consultations).
Additional registries can be found in other issue areas. The Non-State Actor Zone for Climate Action (NAZCA), for example, lists more than 10,800 voluntary commitments in the area of climate change. This not only gives an indication as to how many entries a database on partnerships and other commitments to achieving the 2030 Agenda would at least have to comprise in order to count as comprehensive, given that climate change is one of many issues covered in the Agenda. It also demonstrates the challenge to define a meaningful design for such a registry to "galvanize the groundswell" of climate actions (Chan et al. 2015) .
Options for an improved registration process and database/registry:
 The UN should encourage MSPs to register their commitments in the Partnerships for SDGs online platform. Especially enhanced outreach towards MSPs without UN involvement would be helpful to achieve a more complete overview of existing partnerships in sustainable development.
 UNDESA could ask all UN agencies and programs involved in MSPs to provide the required information and register with the Partnerships for SDGs platform. Furthermore, the registry could be linked with information held by private sector focal points, other sectoral or national platforms.
 The database should feature a disclaimer, clarifying that the UN welcomes all voluntary action for implementing the SDGs but that registration does not imply any endorsement by the UN. In addition, the disclaimer should indicate that the UN logo may not be used, and that there is no check of the accuracy of the information given during the self-registration process.
 To further develop the database, enhanced search and sorting functions would increase transparency and usability, including the possibility to clearly distinguish between MSPs and other initiatives. This would also allow users to get a quick overview of partnerships relevant for each SDG or active in specific regions.
 A regular update of existing entries is critical for maintaining the database's usefulness for all actual and potential partners as well as for other interested parties, including researchers. To keep entries up to date, a regular reporting mechanism should be established or existing ones should be utilized (see section 3d).
 If a MSP did not report for two years, the secretariat should delist these non-reporting partnerships or at least flag them accordingly (using e.g. a traffic light system).
 Partnerships and independent observers could be given the opportunity to comment on an entry and to link relevant information and reports about the partnerships. This could enhance user activity and the overall usefulness of the database. Also, presumably inaccurate, out-of-date, or incomplete information could be flagged by registered users to mark it for further review and possible delisting. resolution that this be done in system-wide reports on partnership activities.
While some UN Agencies and Programmes conduct their own due diligence procedures, others, with the help of the UNGC, pool their requests and contract an independent provider. This can help to reduce costs, as a potential partner has to be screened only once instead of repeatedly by each UN entity that seeks to engage in a partnership. It can also help to prevent a conflict of interest for those entities which are in higher need to acquire third party funding.
Options for further developing principles, guidelines, and due diligence are:
 Differentiate clearly between principles based on a strong normative consensus among all stakeholders, and more flexible and action-oriented guidelines to operationalize these principles throughout the UN system. There is need for differentiated guidelines for different types of partnerships given the diverse nature of multi-stakeholder initiatives.
 Take agreed and existing principles and guidelines as a starting point (the Bali guiding principles and CSD11 decision, the UNSG's Guidelines on Cooperation between the United Nations and the Business Community, and the UNHRC's Guiding Principles on Business and Human Rights) and reflect the newly introduced principles of the 2030 Agenda (see section 2b), discuss these in the ECOSOC Partnership Forum, and decide in GA/ECOSOC on their content and implementation, including providing sufficient capacities for the secretariat to do so. The UN Global Compact serves as a forum for collaboration between the UN system and businesses. Its prime task is to promote the 10 principles for corporate sustainability on human rights, labor, environment, and anti-corruption. It fosters and supports the establishment of
MSPs through practices such as knowledge-sharing and capacity building, for example, through information material (Hoxtell et al. 2013) , in the form of workshops, and through the online UN-Business Action Hub. Inter-agency coordination on UN-business interaction is fostered through Private Sector Focal Point Meetings, whereas improved collaboration on the national and local level is achieved through the Global Compact Local Networks (Hoxtell et al. 2010  In a report from 2010 the UN Joint Inspection Unit (JIU) recommended "grouping" the GCO and UNOP "under the same umbrella", and in the process establishing a clearer division of labor between the two secretariats in which "the GCO can focus on the implementation of the ten principles by businesses, and UNOP on developing United Nations business partnerships and related capacities" (Fall and Zahran 2010: 8) .
 Even without an organizational merger, the tasks of the two offices could be delineated more clearly: The GCO could focus more on building and maintaining cooperation with the private sector for implementing the ten principles (while an impartial third entity should be tasked with integrity measures and impact assessments). UNOP could concentrate on bringing partners together and supporting the process of building MSPs through training and capacity building. These entities could also support MSPs in working across sectors and in applying a nexus approach towards implementing the SDGs.
d. Reporting
The 2030 Agenda invites relevant actors to report on their contributions to the implementation of the SDGs to the HLPF, including civil society, the private sector, and other relevant stakeholders (para. 84, 89). Already the Bali/CSD11 Guidelines asked MSPs "to submit a regular report, preferably at least on a biennial basis." UNDESA was "requested to produce a summary report containing synthesized information on partnerships." Since there were neither incentives nor a sanctioning mechanism, the compliance of MSPs with these reporting requirements was low. In the early years, only a fraction of the MSPs in the CSD's database responded to the request from the secretariat to update information. A reporting mechanism, however, is necessary to keep the information in the database up-to-date and useful. Reporting is also the basis for follow-up and review (see section 3f). At the same time, there are reporting costs for partnerships that might discourage them to register in the first place. (Beisheim and Campe 2012) . In that context, the debate on aid effectiveness calls for a "managing for results" approach. MSPs' projects would certainly benefit from a performance assessment that is transparent and can be monitored using indicators. In a number of partnerships, incentive systems with performance-based funding have proven effective: Once a project phase has ended, additional funding is only provided if the phase has achieved measurable, proven successes. On the other hand, a participatory bottom-up approach and local capacity development measures often need more time and resources than expected, especially in fragile areas (Beisheim/Liese 2014) -thus, there needs to be a certain flexibility.
Last but not least, the UN needs to work with the reports received, and they need to feed into meaningful evaluation and learning (see section 3e), follow-up and review processes (see section 3f).
Possible options for better reporting mechanisms are:
 Mandatory regular reporting of UN-led MSPs to the Executive Board of the relevant UN agency, to ECOSOC, to HLPF, or to the General Assembly (depending on the kind of MSP).
 Uphold the practice of voluntary self-reporting for all MSPs registered in the Partnerships for SDGs online database on at least a biennial basis through the submission of short reports to the platform.
 Develop a short, succinct template for progress reports, aligning deliverables with the SDGs/targets/indicators, while also taking into account cross-cutting linkages. To avoid adding to the reporting burden, one could consider accepting reports that MSPs (only those without UN involvement) prepare for their boards or for donor organizations if these fulfil certain minimum criteria.
 To ensure the validity of information, MSPs could be encouraged to use standardized reporting formats developed, for example, by the Global Reporting Initiative (GRI). Moreover, there could be some kind of "flagging" process if information is inaccurate (possibly through a Wiki-style template or another type of comment function).
 MSPs that would still fail to provide written information on their progress could be delisted from the database or at least flagged as non-reporting (traffic light system).
 The private sector could be encouraged to see that their standards for sustainability reporting are adapted for use in reports produced in the framework of the 2030 Agenda;
the SDG Compass being a first step in that direction. The UN Global Compact could align its "Communication on Progress" reporting to the SDGs.
 Take note of existing third-party reports and commission them if deemed necessary in particular cases.
 Have UNDESA or an independent expert (panel) prepare a synthesis report or commission an independent third-party evaluation of all progress reports submitted by MSPs through the Partnerships for SDGs online platform.
 On this basis, the ECOSOC Partnership Forum could discuss lessons learned and evaluate the effectiveness of established guidelines and policy frameworks. A report on the results of the ECOSOC Partnership Forum could inform the HLPF reviews (see section 3f).
 As a basis for reporting, MSPs should establish a built-in mechanism for internal monitoring and learning from the start (see section 3e). Larger MSPs might want to think about setting up an independent expert review group.  Since the SDGs need to be implemented at the local level, national platforms for partnerships could be useful (Freeman and Wisheart 2014 ; see also Gilbert and Jenkins 2014; Freeman and Wisheart 2015; Reid et al. 2015: 4) . Where they exist, National Councils for Sustainable Development (NCSDs) could serve this function and facilitate effective citizen engagement (Osborn et al. 2014) . The UN should help Member States to set up such multistakeholder platforms for effectively handling MSP's.
 Informal preparatory meetings or external platforms could help to create a "safe space"
and an environment that allows for open exchange and reporting also on negative results, thus providing a basis for learning from failure.
f. Reviewing
The Bali/CSD11 guidelines asked the CSD to discuss the secretariat's report on the contributions of partnerships during its review years, "with a view to sharing lessons learned and best practices, identifying and addressing problems, gaps and constraints, and providing further guidance." The CSD's reviews, however, as well as the UN's partnership database, registry, fair, and forum have been criticized for not delivering on that in a satisfactory way (Glasbergen et al. 2007; Bäckstrand et al. 2012; Beisheim 2012; Bäckstrand and Kylsäter 2014; Abbott and Bernstein 2015; Beisheim 2015; Beisheim and Simon 2015) . Instead of comprehensive monitoring and reviewing there has been more showcasing and collecting of anecdotal evidence.
This is not to be confused with systematic monitoring, evaluation, and reviewing which would require a proper preparatory process. It is, however, a big challenge to bring MSPs "into the ambit of a global monitoring and accountability framework without undermining the flexibility that is a critical success factor of these partnerships" (Bester 2015) . And it is also a huge challenge to put the local-level performance of MSPs at the center of reviews, focusing on broader and long-term impact rather than output only.
ECOSOC is the main platform for reviewing the UN system's contribution to the implementa- under the auspices of ECOSOC to conduct reviews (replacing the AMR), with the HLPF being the "culmination of a network of follow-up and review processes" (UNSG Report 2016). In July 2016, the HLPF will hold its first round of reviews. In addition to the annual SDG Progress
Report and the Global Sustainable Development Report, there will be thematic reviews on cross-cutting issues and regular reviews with reporting by countries, relevant UN entities, and other stakeholders, including civil society and the private sector, also providing a "platform  Regional reviews: Discuss relevant MSPs during regional reviews (e.g. UN regional commissions, APRM, OECD reviews) and report results to ECOSOC Partnership Forum and/or HLPF.
 Private, business, and civil society reporting: Make use of independent reviews of MSPs and allow complementary input at side events and other meetings on the sidelines of the HLPF through shadow reports, interventions in official meetings, and all other types of participation that resolution 67/290 foresees for Major Groups and other stakeholders (Strandenaes 2014 If all this is to be done, the UN Secretariat would need more staff or even a unit for screening, monitoring, and evaluating MSPs and for preparing Member State-led reviews properly.
4. An integrated multi-level architecture and a coherent process The starting point for improving the accountability and transparency of MSPs could be an intergovernmental norm-setting process that reviews and identifies principles and guidelines.
This could be, for example, part and parcel of the upcoming intergovernmental negotiations on the global follow-up and review framework. The outcome of the 2016 ECOSOC Partnership Forum could inform these negotiations. The corresponding GA resolution on follow-up and review could have a section on the UN's governance of MSPs. In the future, one could review and further develop these principles and guidelines in the biennial GA resolution "Towards global partnerships", the next one to be adopted in December 2017. UNOP and the network of private sector focal points within UN agencies and programs could help disseminate the principles and guidelines throughout the UN system.
The new set of guidelines could build on existing ones and should differentiate between MSPs with UN involvement and MSPs outside the UN system. Accordingly, when it comes to monitoring and reporting, for the former there need to be robust due diligence and mandatory reporting procedures. While these MSPs should be required to report to the UN bodies in charge, the latter could be asked to self-report to the Partnerships for SDGs online platform.
In any case, there should be a concise template for reporting.
It is vital that the UN actually works with the reports it will be receiving in the future, distilling Beyond that, the national reviews at the HLPF could highlight specific national-level partnerships and/or invite stakeholders to build them according to country needs. The UN could support this by expanding capacity development measures for governments and for multi-stakeholder platforms at the national level, to enable strengthening and follow-up of MSPs in a bottom-up fashion, putting local needs and people first. 
